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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-3, 8, and 10-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 

Broyles et al. f U.S. Patent No. 5,978,913. 

Regarding claim 1, Broyles teaches a method with steps comprising: 
determining when extended diagnostic testing was last performed on the computer 

system; and 

in response to determining extended diagnostic testing has not been performed within a 
predefined time period, performing extended diagnostic testing on the computer system [col. 2, 
lines 1-14]. 

Regarding claims 2, 13, and 14, Broyles further teaches the step of examining a 
timestamp indicative of when extended diagnostic testing was last performed on the computer 
system [col. 2, lines 5-8]. 

Regarding claim 3, Broyles further teaches the step of updating the timestamp with the 
current time after performing extended diagnostic testing [col. 3, lines 17-27]. 

Regarding claims 8,12, and 17, Broyles teaches the step of receiving he predefined 
time period from a user [col. 1, lines 61,62, user-programmable value]. 

Regarding claims 10 and 15, Broyles teaches that the method of claim 1 may be 
modified to include additional levels of POST testing (with additional tests performed), each with 
its own predetermined time period [col. 6, lines 1-10] 
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Regarding claim 11, Broyles teaches the step of receiving from the user an indication of 
the one or more diagnostic tests in the set [col. 3, lines 33-36, col. 5, lines 25-30]. 

Regarding claim 16, Broyles teaches the providing of an indication that the one or more 
diagnostic tests have not been performed within the one or more corresponding specified time 
periods [col. 5, lines 62-64]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

applicant's admission of obviousness. 

Regarding claim 4 and 5, one page 8, paragraph 0025, applicant states: 

"Of course, one skilled in the art will recognize that, rather than rely on a stored 

timestamp, other timing techniques may be utilized. For example, an active timer..." 

Claims 6, 7, and 9 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Broyles. 
Regarding claims 6, 7, and 9, Broyles teaches the steps of: 

indicating extended diagnostic testing has not been performed within a specified period 
of time [col. 5, lines 62-64]; 

allowing users to choose whether or not to perform extended diagnostic testing [col. 3, 
lines 10-14, col. 5, lines 18-21]; 
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allowing a user to enter a predefined time period [col. 1, lines 61,62, user-programmable 

value]. 

Broyles does not explicitly teach that these steps are accomplished by means of a 
graphical-user interface. However, based on Broyles' own teaching, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to do so. Broyles suggests at least a visual interface [col. 5, 
lines 62-64], and he additionally teaches that these steps may be implemented as part of the 
Windows operating system [col. 6, lines 11-13]. 

Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Broyles in view 
of Ikeda et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,349,664. 

Regarding claim 18, Broyles teaches the methods/process of claims 1, 10, and 15, but 
does not teach a service processor. Broyles also teaches that the invention may be practiced in 
a multiprocessor system [col. 6, lines 22-25]. 

Ikeda teaches a multiprocessor system which uses a service processor to perform an 
initial program load control [col. 1, lines 53-55]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Ikeda and Broyles by implementing the diagnostic testing using a service processor, such as the 
one taught by Ikeda. The disclosures of both Broyles and Ikeda are directed towards boot-time 
operations of multiprocessor systems. Although the disclosure of Broyles suggests that the 
teachings may be applied to a multiprocessor, Broyles does not fully disclose how the teachings 
would be adapted. Ikeda teaches that a service processor is used to control the initialization of 
the multiprocessor system. Based on the teachings of Broyles and Ikeda together, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the teachings of Ikeda to adapt the 
teachings of Broyles to a multiprocessor. 
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Claims 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Broyles in 
view of Ikeda as applied to claim 18 above, and further in view of Rockwell et al., U.S. Patent 
No. 5,479,599. 

Regarding claim 19, the combination of Broyles and Ikeda teaches the system of claim 
18, but does not teach a hardware management console (HMC) in communication with the 

» 

service processor. 

Rockwell teaches a computer system that uses a console for interacting and controlling 
components [col. 2, lines 33-56]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Rockwell with those of Broyles and Ikeda. All three disclosures are directed towards 
multiprocessor systems. Rockwell teaches that consoles of some form are required by most 
computer systems [col. 1, linesl 1-13], and also teaches that the console disclosed by Rockwell 
is to be used in a multiprocessor system. The addition of Rockwell's console would improve the 
combination of Broyles and Ikeda by providing a graphical, user-friendly way to control/monitor 
the system [col. 2, lines 27-30]. 

Regarding claim 20, Broyles teaches the step of indicating that one or more diagnostic 
tests have not been performed [col. 5, lines 62-64]. 

Regarding claim 21 , Broyles suggests the use of a GUI. Additionally, Rockwell teaches 
that the HMC uses a GUI display [Fig. 4-16]. Broyles teaches the step of allowing a user to 
specify periods of time associated with each of the one or more diagnostic tests [col. 1 , lines 
61,62, user-programmable value, col. 6, lines 1-10]. 
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Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Broyles, Ikeda, 
and Rockwell, as applied to claim 19 above, and further in view of Wang et al M "The New 
Testability Sins: Don't Atone, Avoid!" (available at 
htp://www.eetimes.com/isd/columns/OEG20010328S0050). 

Regarding claim 22, Broyles, Ikeda, and Rockwell do not teach that the diagnostic tests 
comprises logical or array BIST. 

Wang et al. discuss the advantaged of using BIST for testing memories [page 2-3, 
"Embedded memory test"]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of 
Wang with Broyles, Ikeda, and Rockwell. Broyles teaches that memory testing is part of the 
POST procedure [col. 4, lines 14-15, col. 5, lines 14-17]. The addition of Wang's teachings 
would improve Broyles by providing a memory test procedure that offers a number of 
advantages, especially for larger memory sizes. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

Li et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,598,193 B1; 
Liebenow, U.S. Patent No. 6,725,368 B1; 
King et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,952,659 B2; 
Ahrens etal., U.S. Patent No. 6,550,019 B1; 
Nichols etal., U.S. Patent No. 6,138,150. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Ji H. Bae whose telephone number is 571-272-7181 . The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 10 am to 6:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Lee can be reached on 571-272-3667. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Ji H. Bae 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 21 15 
ii. bae@uspto.gov 
571-272-7181 
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